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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community, as it presents an innovative integration of fuzzy logic and cooperative game theory to address uncertainty and partial participation in renewable energy investments. By extending traditional coalition models to the fuzzy domain, it provides a more realistic and flexible framework for decision-making in complex, multi-stakeholder energy projects. This approach contributes to the growth of the field of sustainable energy management by promoting equitable resource allocation and stability in cooperative projects. Furthermore, it opens new research avenues for applying fuzzy cooperative games to other sectors facing uncertainty and joint decision-making challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title seems generally appropriate if it clearly reflects the integration of fuzzy logic and cooperative game theory in the context of renewable energy. However, it could be made more precise and engaging by explicitly focusing on methodological innovation and application areas.

(Modeling Uncertainty and Cooperation in Renewable Energy Investments Using Fuzzy Cooperative Game Theory).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract provides an overview of the study's objective and presents an approach based on fuzzy cooperative game theory. However, it lacks some key elements that would make it more comprehensive and impactful. Specifically:

· Addition: A brief statement of the research gap addressed by the study—why fuzzy cooperative modeling is necessary compared to existing methods.

· Addition: A brief summary of the methodology (Example, fuzzy characteristic function, fuzzy Shapley value, fuzzy kernel) and the case study (a 50 MW offshore wind project in Kerala) to give readers an idea of ​​the scope of application.

· Addition: A clear statement of the main findings, highlighting how the fuzzy approach improves the fairness or stability of decisions.

· Deletion : Overly general background data that repeats well-known facts about renewable energy cooperation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its conceptual framework, presenting a coherent application of fuzzy cooperative game theory to renewable energy investment modeling. The theoretical foundation—using fuzzy coalitions, fuzzy discriminant functions, and fuzzy Shapley values—is sound and consistent with established principles in fuzzy mathematics and game theory.

However, scientific rigor could be enhanced by including more detailed mathematical derivations, a clearer explanation of the calculation steps, and validation of the results with real data or comparative analysis. The absence of sensitivity testing or uncertainty quantification limits the empirical robustness of the conclusions. Overall, the work is conceptually sound, but would benefit from in-depth analytical validation and quantitative proof.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript's bibliography covers many fundamental works in fuzzy logic and cooperative game theory, but it appears somewhat limited and not fully up-to-date. Many of the cited studies focus on classical or early applications, while recent developments in fuzzy decision making and renewable energy modeling are not adequately represented. To strengthen the literature review, authors should include recent publications (after 2020) that demonstrate current trends and applications.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language of the article is generally understandable, but it is not suitable for high-level academic communication. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, disjointed sentence structures, and conflicting terminology that may distort the intended meaning. In addition, transitions between sections can sometimes be abrupt, and technical terms (such as "mysterious essence" and "degree of membership") are not always clearly defined for an academic audience. Authors are advised to undergo a comprehensive English language revision or professional proofreading to improve clarity, coherence, and academic style. Improving sentence structure and refining technical explanations will significantly improve the readability and academic quality of the paper.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper has a suitable concept, a good sample size, and an acceptable overall methodology—but there are erroneous conclusions resulting from an incorrect application/interpretation of the χ² test (a fundamental issue that affects the final result), in addition to significant presentational shortcomings (lack of organized figures and tables, failure to provide key estimated values, and problems with references and formatting). These errors make the paper in need of substantial revision (reinterpreting the results, correcting the presentation methods, and adding supplementary tests).
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